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DETAILED ACTION 

Response to Remarks 

In the remarks filed on 06/02/2010, the applicants argue that the primary 
reference, Gilliam '544, does not teach or suggest "obtaining, using the computer 
system, data from the item, wherein the data is distinct from the verification data; 
obtaining, using the computer system, data from a verification database using the 
verification data as an index, wherein the data is distinct from the verification data" and 
"comparing, using the computer system, the data obtained from the item to the data 
obtained from the verification database". Examiner respectfully disagrees. 

For the purpose of better understanding, the "verification data" of the current 
claims is interpreted as the "authentication code" of the Gilham reference, and the "data 
from the item" and "data from the verification database" are interpreted as the 
"transaction identification number" of the Gilham reference. The "authentication code" 
and "transaction identification number" of the Gilliam reference are clearly distinct, and 
thus the data from database is distinct from the verification data. Details of the reasons 
for rejection is discussed below. 



Claim Rejection 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 
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Claim 1-6, 8-12, 20, 22-29, 31-35, 43, 45-52, 54-58, 66, 68-75, 77-81, 89, 91, 
and 92 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over US Patent 
Number 5,774,554 to Gilham, in view of US Patent Number 6,772,130 to Karbowski et 
al. 

As per claim 1, 24, 47, and 70, Gilham teaches a method, implemented using a 
computer system, for providing a verifiable delivery payment coding, comprising: 

transmitting verification data configured to be included in a delivery payment 
coding (see column 3, line 63 through column 4, line 19; "authentication code" is 
generated by a processor and is transmitted to the printer to be printed in bar-code or 
other symbolic code form); 

receiving an item in an item delivery system, the item comprising the delivery 
payment coding including the verification data (see column 4, line 20-25; "authentication 
code" is equivalent to verification data, because they have the same function of verifying 
the authentication of the delivery payment coding; prior art discloses that the 
authentication data is printed on the mail item, see column 3, line 62-65); and 

obtaining, using the computer system, data from the item, wherein the data is 
distinct from the verification data (see column 5, line 16-61, especially "printed 
information is read by the mail reader and captured by the postal authority automated 
mail handling system during normal processing of the mail items... The unique key is 
used to decrypt the code and thereby yield the transaction number embedded in the 
code"; prior art teaches obtaining data from the printed information on mail item, 
decoding the printing information to yield the "transaction identification number", and 
comparing the transaction identification number obtained from the mail item to the 
transaction identification number from the database); 

obtaining, using the computer system, data from a verification database using the 
verification data as an index, wherein the data is distinct from the verification data (see 
column 5, line 16-61 , especially "The transaction identification number obtained from 
the code is checked against the transaction number from the database"; column 4, line 
3-7, prior art discloses that "authentication code" or verification data is unique to every 
sender; since one of ordinary skill in the art would know that a database or a data 
storage may be indexed by users, by transactions, or by any form that is convenient to 
retrieve data, one of ordinary skill in the art would have been motivated to index the 
database by "authentication code" in order to easily retrieve the record of an item sent 
by a sender); and 
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verifying the authenticity of the delivery payment coding using the verification 
data (see column 5, line 38-55; "printed information" contains "franking impression" 
which is equivalent to delivery payment coding, because they both indicate whether the 
delivery of mail has been paid for; "transaction identity number" is the decrypted 
verification data; prior art teaches verifying the authenticity by checking the transaction 
identity number against the transaction number from the database); the verifying 
comprising: 

comparing, using the computer system, the data obtained from the item to the 
data obtained from the verification database, checking whether the data obtained from 
the item matches the data in the verification database (see column 5, line 16-61, 
especially "The transaction identification number obtained from the code is checked 
against the transaction number from the database"); 

wherein if the data obtained from the item matches the data obtained from the 
verification database, updating the verification database (see column 5, line 47-55). 

Examiner notes however, Gilliam does not teach updating the verification 
database with a time or location of the item in the item delivery system. 

Karbowski teaches a package tracking system and method in which a send and 
a recipient of a package are provided e-mail messages including information from a 
sender or carrier web page and the package location status (see abstract). As such, 
Karbowski updating the verification database with a time or location of the item in the 
item delivery system (see abstract, column 2, line 53-58, and especially column 3, line 
52-65). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of 
invention to modify the Gilliam reference with the teaching from the Karbowski reference 
to include a tracking and notification system. One of ordinary skill in the art would have 
been motivated to combine the references in order to in order to provide desirable 
delivery status information to users. 

As per claim 2, 25, 48, and 71, Gilham teaches wherein the verification data 
included in the delivery payment coding is machine readable (see column 3, line 62-67, 
and column 4, line 1-19; "authentication code" is equivalent to encrypted verification 
data, because they have the same function, which is to verify the authentication of the 
delivery payment coding; prior art discloses that the authentication code is printed in bar 
code form, which is machine readable). 

As per claim 3, 26, 49, and 72, Gilham teaches wherein the verification data 
included in the delivery payment coding is optically scanable (see column 3, line 62-67, 
and column 4, line 1-19; "authentication code" is equivalent to encrypted verification 
data, because they have the same function, which is to verify the authentication of the 
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delivery payment coding; prior art discloses that the authentication code is printed in bar 
code form, which is optically scanable). 

As per claim 4, 27, 50, and 73, Gilham teaches wherein the verification data is 
included in the delivery payment coding using at least one of a bar code and a PLANET 
code (see column 3, line 62-67, and column 4, line 1-19; "authentication code" is 
equivalent to encrypted verification data, because they have the same function, which is 
to verify the authentication of the delivery payment coding; prior art discloses that the 
authentication code is printed in bar code form). 

As per claim 5, 28, 51 , and 74, Gilham teaches wherein the delivery payment 
coding is included in an address label (see column 1, line 50-52; as discussed earlier, 
"franking impression" is equivalent to delivery payment coding; address label is pasted 
on the mail item; therefore, it makes no difference whether the delivery pay coding is 
printed directly on the mail item or printed on the address label and later pasted on the 
mail item). 

As per claim 6, 29, 52, and 75, Gilham teaches wherein the delivery payment 
coding includes a visual representation of a monetary value associated with the delivery 
payment coding (see column 5, line 33-37; prior art teaches "postage charge value" is 
printed on the mail item; it is safe to assume that the charge value is a visual 
representation of a monetary value). 

As per claim 8, 31 , 54, and 77, Gilham teaches wherein the item comprises at 
least one of a mailpiece, a United States Postal Service Priority Mail package, a United 
States Postal Service Express Mail Package, a United States Postal Service Global 
Express Mail Package, and a United States Postal Service Global Express Guarantee 
Package (see column 1 , line 39-62). 

As per claim 9, 32, 55, and 78, Gilham teaches transmitting the verification data 
further comprises utilizing at least one of regular mail, email, internet, and an interactive 
voice response system (see column 5, line 16-28; transaction identity number is 
essentially the verification data prior to encryption). 

As per claim 10, 33, 56, and 79, Gilham teaches transmitting the verification data 
further comprises communicating over a network (see column 5, line 16-28; transaction 
identity number is essentially the verification data prior to encryption). 

As per claim 1 1 , 34, 57, and 80, Gilham teaches wherein the verification data is 
provided in an encrypted format (see column 4, line 26-27; "authentication code" is 
equivalent to verification data as discussed earlier; it is apparent that the authentication 
code is in encrypted format, which requires decoding). 
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As per claim 1 2, 35, 58, and 81 , Gilliam teaches receiving a request for the 
verification data included in the delivery payment coding (in the context of the 
independent claims, this feature discloses nothing more than initiating a reading on the 
verification data or initiating the authentication process on the verification data; see 
column 1 , line 53-62, and column 2, line 14-30, Gilham teaches when a mail item is 
received at a delivery system, the printed information is read by the electronic mail 
reader, and the authentication code or the verification code is located; then the postal 
authority "requests" to decrypt the authentication code or verification code to retrieve 
the transaction identity number for comparative authentication; and as discussed earlier, 
Gilham teaches the verification data is configured to be included in a delivery payment 
coding); and 

receiving a payment for delivery of the item (it is inherent that a payment is 
received by the postal service entity for delivering an item). 

As per claim 20, 43, 66, and 89, Gilham teaches wherein verifying the 
authenticity of the delivery payment coding further comprises updating the verification 
database if it is determined that the verification data is valid (see column 5, line 47-52; 
prior art performs a comparison of the verification data obtained from encrypted code 
and from database; it is implied that the reason for doing this comparison is to 
determine the validity of the verification data). However, Gilliam fails to teach the 
update indicating that the item is in route through the item delivery system to a recipient. 

Karbowski teaches update indicating that the item is in route through the item 
delivery system to a recipient (see abstract, column 2, line 53-58, and especially column 
3, line 52-65). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of 
invention to modify the Gilliam reference with the teaching from the Karbowski reference 
to include a tracking and notification system. One of ordinary skill in the art would have 
been motivated to combine the references in order to in order to provide desirable 
delivery status information to users. 

As per claim 22, 45, 68, and 91, Gilham teaches wherein transmitting verification 
data further comprises providing the verification data to a user through a user device 
(see column 1 , line 41-46, especially "remote center generates a new transaction 
identity number to a mail sender's postage meter"; "transaction identity number" is 
decrypted verification data as discussed on claim 1, and "mail sender's postage meter" 
is clearly a user device), the user device configured to produce the delivery payment 
coding including the verification data (see column 1, line 46-52; "franking impression" is 
delivery payment coding). 

As per claim 23, 46, 69, and 92, Gilham teaches wherein the user device is 
located in at least one of a home, an office, a store, a retail center kiosk, and an office of 
an item delivery system operator (see column 1 , line 41-52; it is implied that the user 
device or "mail sender's postage meter" is located in at least one of a home, an office, a 
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store, a retail center kiosk, and an office of an item delivery system operator; one of 
these location always has a postage meter). 



Claim 7, 19, 30, 42, 53, 65, 76, 88 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over US Patent Number 5,774,554 to Gilham, in view of US Patent 
Number 6,772,130 to Karbowski et al. and US Patent Number 6,385,504 to Pintsov et 
al. 

As per claim 7, 30, 53, and 76, Gilham does not limit wherein the item delivery 
system comprises the United States Postal Service. 

Pintsov teaches the item delivery system comprises the United States Postal 
Service (see column 3, line 39-51 , Pintsov's and Gilham's invention are in the same 
endeavor, and Pintsov also teaches a method for providing a verifiable delivery 
payment coding; see column 1 , line 25-35, Pinstov teaches the item delivery system 
comprises the United States Postal Service). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of 
invention to modify the Gilliam reference with the teaching from Pintsov to include the 
item delivery system comprises the United States Postal Service. 

One of ordinary skill in the art would have been motivated to combine the 
references in order to permit USPS to use the invention. 

As per claim 19, 42, 65, and 88, Gilliam teaches verifying the authenticity of the 
delivery payment coding further comprises updating the verification database if it is 
determined that the verification data is valid (see column 5, line 47-53). However, 
Gilliam does not explicitly teach the update indicates that the verification data has been 
used. 

Pintsov teaches the update indicates that the verification data has been used 
(see abstract, column 3, line 39-55, "unique identifier" is equivalent to verification data; 
Pintsov further teaches "the carrier service may note this fact in the carrier records to 
prevent reuse of the unique identifier"). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of 
invention to modify the Gilliam reference with the teaching from Pintsov to include the 
update indicates that the verification data has been used. 

One of ordinary skill in the art would have been motivated to combine the 
references in order to prevent reuse of the verification data. 
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Claim 13-18, 21, 36- 40, 44, 59-64, 67, 82-87, and 90 are rejected under 35 
U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over US Patent Number 5,774,554 to Gilham, in 
view of US Patent Number 6,772,130 to Karbowski, and further in view of Official 
Notice. 

As per claim 13, 36, 59, and 82, Gilham does not explicitly teach wherein at least 
one of receiving the request for the verification data included in the delivery payment 
coding and receiving the payment further comprises utilizing at least one of regular mail, 
e-mail, facsimile, internet, and an interactive voice response system. 

Official Notice is taken that receiving request for data and payment utilizing at 
least one of regular mail, e-mail, facsimile, internet, and an interactive voice response 
system is old and well known in the art. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of 
invention to modify the Gilhiam reference with the teaching from Official Notice to 
include receiving request for data and payment utilizing at least one of regular mail, e- 
mail, facsimile, internet, and an interactive voice response system. 

One of ordinary skill in the art would have been motivated to combine the 
references in order to provide different method of requesting data and payment. Also, 
as discussed above, Gilham teaches the verification data is included in the delivery 
payment coding. 

As per claim 14, 37, 60, and 83, Gilham does not explicitly teach wherein at least 
one of receiving the request for the verification data included in the delivery payment 
coding and receiving the payment further comprises communicating over a network. 

Official Notice is taken that receiving request for data and payment comprises 
communicating over a network is old and well known in the art. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of 
invention to modify the Gilliam reference with the teaching from Official Notice to include 
at least one of receiving the request for the verification data and receiving the payment 
further comprises communicating over a network. 

One of ordinary skill in the art would have been motivated to combine the 
references in order to allow request of data and payment over long distance. Also, as 
discussed above, Gilham teaches the verification data is included in the delivery 
payment coding. 

As per claim 1 5, 38, 61 , and 84, Gilham does not explicitly teach wherein 
receiving the payment comprises at least one of sending a bill, debiting a checking 
account, debiting a credit card account, debiting a debit card account, and receiving 
cash. 
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Official Notice is taken that receiving the payment comprises at least one of 
sending a bill, debiting a checking account, debiting a credit card account, debiting a 
debit card account, and receiving cash is old and well known in the art. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of 
invention to modify the Gilham reference with the teaching from Official Notice to 
include receiving the payment comprises at least one of sending a bill, debiting a 
checking account, debiting a credit card account, debiting a debit card account, and 
receiving cash. 

One of ordinary skill in the art would have been motivated to combine the 
references in order to provide payment option. 

As per claim 16, 39, 62, and 85, Gilham teaches further comprising: 

delivering the item to a recipient (Gilham's invention relates to postal authority; it 
is inherent that postal authority delivers the item to the recipient); 

Examiner notes however, Gilham does not teach confirming the item delivery 
using the verification data from the delivery payment coding. 

Official Notice is taken that confirming the item delivery as part of the features of 
track and trace capability of mail item is old and well known in the art. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of 
invention to modify the Gilham reference with the teaching from Official Notice to come 
up with confirming the item delivery using the verification data from the delivery 
payment coding. 

One of ordinary skill in the art would have been motivated to combine the 
references in order to provide item mailing status. 

As per claim 17, 40, 63, and 86, Gilliam does not explicitly teach wherein the 
data obtained from the item is a payment for the weight of the item and the comparing 
comprises comparing the payment for the weight of the item with the payment received 
for delivery of the item. 

Official Notice is taken that comparing the payment for the weight of the item with 
the payment received for delivery of the item is old and well known in the art. Such 
practice has been widely used in many mail services for decades. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of 
invention to modify the Gilliam reference with teaching from Official Notice to include 
comparing the payment for the weight of the item with the payment received for delivery 
of the item for the benefit of preventing insufficient payment. 

As per claim 18, 41, 64, and 87, Gilliam does not teach wherein verifying the 
authenticity of the delivery payment coding further comprises returning the item to a 
sender if it is determined that the verification data is invalid. 

Official Notice is taken that returning the item to a sender if it is determined that 
the verification data is invalid is old and well known. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of 
invention to modify the Gilham reference with the teaching from Official Notice to 
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include returning the item to a sender if it is determined that the verification data is 
invalid. 

One of ordinary skill in the art would have been motivated to combine the 
references in order to improve customer service. 

As per claim 21 , 44, 67, and 90, Gilham does not teach wherein the verification 
data is configured to be invalid after a period of time has passed after the verification 
data was provided. 

Official Notice is taken that making verification data or identifier invalid after a 
period of time is old and well known in the art. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of 
invention to modify the Gilham reference with the teaching from Official Notice to 
include verification data is configured to be invalid after a period of time has passed 
after the verification data was provided. 

One of ordinary skill in the art would have been motivated to combine the 
references in order to set time limit to the mailer for sending out the item. 



Prior Art Cited but not Applied 

US Patent No.: 6,976,007 to Boucher et al. is cited because it teaches a tracking 
system which collects notification information from sender, updates the database 
regarding to the whereabouts of an item, and sends email notice to the sender 
regarding to the delivery status of the item. 
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Conclusion 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to HAO FU whose telephone number is (571)270-3441 . 
The examiner can normally be reached on Mon-Fri/Mon-Thurs 1 1 :30am-8:00pm. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, JAMES KRAMER can be reached on (571 ) 272-6783. The fax phone 
number for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571- 
273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 

/James A. Kramer/ Hao Fu 

Supervisory Patent Examiner, Art Unit 3693 Examiner 

Art Unit 3693 

JUL-10 
/Hao Fu/ 

Examiner, Art Unit 3693 



